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FOREWORD

The Carl D. Perkins Vocational and Applied Technology
Education Act Amendments of 1990 included a requirement that states
develop a system of performance measures and standards for use in
program evaluation and improvement. This type of requirement had
previously been included in the Job Training Partnership Act.
However, this was the first time it had been included in vocational
education legislation.

Implementing a system of performance measures and standards is
a large undertaking. Since this was the first time it had been
included in vocational education, information is needed regarding
the implementation process. This information could be used for
improving vocational education programs and guiding future policy
initiatives. As of December 1, 1992, no information was available
concerning the actual systems of performance measures and standards
that had been approved by each state.

The project staff is indebted to the State Directors of
Vocational Education and their staff, who provided the information
on the performance standards and measures systems. This study was
sponsored by the Graduate School at The Ohio State University
through a seed grant for the Comprehensive Vocational Education

Program. Special appreciation is extended to Dr. Roy A.
Koenigsknecht, Dean of the Graduate School for providing this
funding. Additionally, the researchers are grateful to the

following members of the Coordinating Council for the Comprehensive
Vocational Education Program: Drs. Aaron J. Miller, Sharon V.
Redick, and Michael Scott. The Comprehensive Vocational Education
Program is an 1interdepartmental effort of three colleges. The
colleges and the Deans include: Agriculture, Dr. Bobby D. Moser;
Education, Dr. Nancy L. Zimpher; and Human Ecology, Dr. Jerelyn

Schultz. Ms. Connie Myers provided secretarial services to the
project.

R. Kirby Barrick

Professor and Chair

Coordinating Council for
Comprehensive Vocational Education
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INTRODUCTION

In the last decade there has been an increasing level of
dissatisfaction with the quality of public education in the United
States. The initial sound of alarm regarding the inadequacies of
our education system began with the release of A Nation at Risk
(National Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983). Since that
time a number of other National reports have signaled similar
concerns. Among these studies were: The Forgotten Half: Non
College Youth in America (The William T. Grant Foundation
Commission or Work, Family and Citizenship, 1988); America's
Choice: Hiagh Skills or ILow Wages! (Commission on Skills of the
American Workforce, 1990); America 2000: An Education Strategy (T.
S. Department of Education, 1991); What Work Requires of Schools:
A SCANS Report for America 2000 (Secretary's Commission on
Achieving Necessary Skills, 1991); Education Counts (Special Study
Panel on Education Indicators, 1991); and Learning a Living: A
Blueprint for High Performance (Secretary's Commission on Achieving
Necessary Skills, 1992). Each of these studies called for major
changes in the U.S. educational system by stressing the gap between
the demands of the future and the present level of prepar:=dness of
America's youth to meet these requirements.

Accompanying the need for improved educational programs was a
call for better evidence regarding the accountability of public
education. Hill and Bonan (1991) defined accountability in the
following manner:

~Accountability is a relationship between two persons in

" which four conditions apply: first, one person expects
the other to perform a service or accomplish a goal;
second, the person performing the activity accepts the
legitimacy of the other's expectation; third, the person
performing the activity derives some benefits from the
relationship; and fourth, the person for whom the
activity is performed has some capacity to affect the
other's benefits. (p. 35)

The acceptance of the concept of accountability in education has
been widespread. 1In fact, as White (1990) explained:

Accountability has become a guiding principle in the way
states have approached new ways to improve education.
Thus, systems to measure accountability have become a
major ‘business' in The United States (Odden, 1990).
Schools are expected to act like businesses, and account
for their successes and failures; and though it has never
been easy to apply quantitative measures to complex
educational processes and outcomes, more and more school
systems have been doing just that. (p. 1)

<.




Accountability systems in education have traditionally relied
on reviews of inputs and processes of the educational systems.
However, the focus on accountability systems in education has been
changing to one of assessing outcomes (McCaslin, 1990). The
National Governors' Association has led a movement to reorient
accountability to include outcomes {Henry, McTaggert, and McMillen,
1992). "Education 2000", the current statement of the national
goals for U.S. education, also reflected an emphasis on
accountability.

Accountability efforts can offer important information for
improving the educational system. Apling (1989) stated:

To improve the education of America's children,
educational programs at every level must set standards of
excellence and hold students, teachers, and schools
accountable for meeting those standards. (p. 4)

The movement toward more emphasis on accountability and
evaluation has had an impact on vocational education. At the time
of the hearings to reauthorize the Carl D. Perkins Vocational
Education Act, the Office :f Technology Assessment (1989) reported
that, "there is now widespread consensus for including the
vocational education system in the national debate over school
reform and academic excellence" (p. 2). Later, Jennings (1991)
remarked:

The newly reauthorized Carl D. Perkins Vocational and
Applied Technology Act is a call from Congress to
vocational educators. The message: It's time tc get off
the sidelines and get into the game. With dozens of
reports indicating that a decade of state and 1local
reform efforts have failed to improve U.S. scudents'
performance, vocational education is being asked to play
a leadership role. (p. 18)

Vocational education has considered accountability and
evaluation essential activities for many years. The next section
highlights these efforts.

VOCATIONAL EDUCATION'S INVOLVEMENT WITH ACCOUNTABILITY
AND EVALUATION

The 1963 Vocational Education Act was one of the first
examples of federal 1legislation requiring states to conduct
evaluations of their programs. In response to this mandate, most
vocational education programs conducted follow-up studies to
determine the degree to which vocational education graduates found
placements in jobs that were related to their training to meet this
requirement. Additionally, states often used program reviews
conducted by local education personnel and external evaluators to
chart their future directions.
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The 1968 Vocational Education Zmendments continued to
emphasize state evaluation activities. It expanded the concept by
giving evaluation responsibilities to state advisory councils.

The Education Amendments of 1976 (P.L. 94-482) further
expanded the responsibility for evaluation and had at least 28
references to different forms of evaluation (Wentling, 1980).
These evaluation requirements were designed to increase the
responsiveness of vocational education to changing labor markets
and required states to evaluate programs every five years and to
determine the extent to which programs completers and leavers: (1)
found employment in occupations related to their training, and (2)
were considered by their employers to be well-trained and prepared
for employment.

Seven different groups were specifically charged with conducting
vocational education evaluations in the 1976 Amendments: (1) the
state boards of vocational education, (2) the state advisory
councils for vocational education, (3) the National Advisory
Council for Vocational Education, (4) the U.S. Office of
Education's Bureau of Occupational and Adult Education, (5) the
National Institute of Education, (6) The National Center for
Education Statistics, and (7) the U.S. Office of Education's Office
of Evaluation and Dissemination.

The Carl D. Perkins Vocational Education Act (P.L. 98-524),
enacted in 1984, charged the states to:

develop measures for the effectiveness of wvocational
education programs including measurements such as--

(i) the occupations to be trained for reflect a
realistic assessment of the labor market of the
state,

(ii) the 1levels of skills to be achieved in
particular occupations, which will reflect the
hiring needs of employers; and

(iii) the basic employment competencies to be
used in performance outcomes, which will reflect
the hiring needs of employers; (p. 2447)

The Carl D. Perkins Vocational and Applied Technology
Education Act of 1990 continued +to include evaluation
specifications. It required states to develop core standards and
measures of performance for secondary and postsecondary vocational
education programs. These performance measures were to include:

(1) measures of 1learning and competency gains, including

student progress in the achievement of basic and more advanced
academic skills;
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(2) 1 or more measures of performance, which shall include
only--

(A) competenc,; attainment;

(R) job or work skill attainment or enhancement including
student progress in achieving occupational skills
necessary to obtain employment in the field for which the
student has been prepared, including occupational skills
in the industry the student is preparing to enter;

(C) retention in school or completion of secondary school
or its equivalent; and

(D) placement into additional training or education,
military service, or employment;

(3) incentives or adjustments that are--

(A) designed to encourage service to targeted groups or
special populations; and

(b) for each student, consistent with the student's
individualized education program developed under section
614 (a) (5) of the Education of the Education of the
Handicapped Act, where appropriate; and

(4) procedures for using existing resources and methods
developed in other programs receiving Federal assistance.
(p.770-771) :

The Carl D. Perkins Vocational and Applied Technology Act of
199C was authorized during a time when "performance incentives and
quality indicators were very much in vogue" (White 1990, p. 2).
Congress had authorized the largest yearly outlay for vocational
education ever (1.6 billion dollars) and wanted increased
azcountability. Therefore, Congress mandated that states "...set
up extensive systems for evaluating programs and the effects of
Perkins dollars" (Wilcox 1991, p. 16).

Although the concern for quality and accountability was a
major reason for establishing statewide systems of performance
measures and standards, several studies and groups also had
recommended the use of performance measures and standards. The
Office of Technology Assessment (1989) reported: "The education
and business communities now increasingly support the view that
more exacting measurement of the quality of high school vocational
programs may be needed" (p. 1). The recommendation of The National
Assessment of Vocational Education concerning accountability for
vocational education was accepted by Congress when the
reauthorization of Perkins was debated (Apling, 1989). Another
important influence, as cited by White (1990), for the adoption of
performance measures and standards was the National Association of
State Directors of Vocational Education. This association had
supported the adoption of an accountability system consisting of a
system of performance measures and standards for local vocational
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programs. National reports concerning accountability had not only
directed attention to the quality of educational programs but
",..also raised many questions about how effectiveness is to be
defined and attained" (Ewell 1988, p. 53). Apling (1989) stated
the reason for using performance standards:

Performance standards have been mandated for wvarious
social programs because of concern that these programs
are not working as well as they could and that adopting
principles of the marketplace will improve these
programs. (p. 3)

Although the Carl D Perkins Vocational and Applied Technology
Education Act Amendments of 1990 presented a specific requirement
for a system of performance measures and standards, this was not
its first appearance on the national policy scene. The Job
Training Partnership Act (JTPA) had previously required a system of
performance measures and standards.

THE JTPA INFLUENCE ON ACCOUNTABILITY AND EVALUATION
EFFORTS IN VOCATIONAL, EDUCATION

Performance standards were first adopted as an instrument of
national human resource policy in the employment and training area
with the passage of the Job Training Partnership Act of 1982 (P.L.
97-300) . The measures that were developed for these programs
included: placement and retention in unsubsidized employment,
earnings, and reductions in public assistance, Performance
standards had made a major impact on how these programs were
conducted. Butler (1988) had made the following assessment of the
use of performance measures in JTPA:

The most significant outcome-oriented practice has been
the development of formal national, state, and locally-
administered systems of outcomes measures, and standards
for aggregated program achievement, This so called
‘performance standard' system-driven by a nationally-
derived set of outcome numbers against which the
performance of 1local administrative entities, called
Service Delivery Areas, or SDAs, (and in turn, states)
are measured-has become the basis for judgement about the
effectiveness of 1local programs, and when they are
aggregated, about the system as a whole. This
rigorously-applied set of measures and standards has the
effect of turning the system on its head to comply. The
measures have recently been expanded, and there have been
anriual adjustments in the standards, but in general there
has been great consistency over the several years of
JTP2, providing a good basis of experience with outcome
measures for a national program. (p. 2)
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For the federal cgovernment, priorities in implementing JTPA
1982 were to hold local providers responsible for the outcomes that
were attained, to encourage efficient service, to create incentives
for effective management of 1local programs, and to foster
acceptance of the program by business and industry (Dickinson &
West 1988). Though the record for JTPA was positive--especially
compared to the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA).
the federal training program that preceded JTPA--some concerns were
raised. Among the concerns reported were: (a) inappropriate
targeting of participants and services (Apling, 1989), (b)
questionable performance measures (Frazier, 1991), (c) problems in
defining services, outcomes, etc. (Frazier), and (d) inconsistent
and incomplete data (Office of Technology Assessment, 1989). The
influence of performance measures for program accountability can
become so great, that it results in the unintended consequences
such as reduced services to targeted groups. (Dickinson & West
1988)

Some problems were reported when agencies received incentives
and adjustments for serving special populations. Apling (1989)
reported that in JTPA programs where adjustments were in use, data
was difficult to obtain and verify concerning the special
conditions that warranted adjustments. When asked to justify
funding for programs on the basis of performance standards, JTPA
representatives at times found it difficult to produce hard data to
support their claims. Further, there were gquestions about the
programs becoming so outcomes driven, that the mission of the
program became secondary to producing adeguate "numbers." Butler
(1988) suggested that:

There is an underlying policy question abort the
application of performance standards under JTPA. That
is, do performance standards achieve the ‘investment in
human capital' agenda of the Act, or does the approach
artificially force states and localities to opt for quick
numbers which will yield only short-term results?
Unfortunately there are no reliable data which will
answer that most basic question...there 1is 1little
systematic information on what services were actually
provided and virtually none at all on who else might have
been served had the programs been designed or supported
differently-or even on who applied for services but was
rejected on grounds that they might not succeed.
Instead, we must rely on very partial official data on a
few aggregate measures, and on the opinion and self-

reporting by professionals involved in the program. (p.
7)

Regardless of the problems associated with performance
measures and standards, there are advantages to their use. Butler
(1988) stated:

o .
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JTPA has demonstrated that it is possible to establish a
national program substantially driven by clearly-
specified, measurable outcomes. Moreover, it is possible
to tie those outcomes to funding, not only at the federal
and state levels, but even down to the level of actual
service delivery...As policies which underlie vocational
education are developed, JTPA's experience should
encourage planners that a focus on outcomes can be
achieved. (p. 21).

The experience in evaluating local JTPA programs was judged to
be of sufficient value by Congress that a similar system of
performance standards and measures were included in The Carl D.
Perkins Veccational and Applied Technology Education Act of 1990.
As Apling (1989) reported to Congress:

The use of performance-based management principles in the
public sector with an emphasis on program outcomes or the
‘bottom line' reflects in part a belief that outcome
testing will improve the accountability, management, cost
effectiveness, and ultimate performance of public
programs. (p. 4)

Since the passage of the Carl D. Perkins Vocational and
Anplied Technology Education Act of 1990, states have been revising
and developing their systems of performance standards and measures.

The next section presents information related to using performance
measures and standards.

USING PERFORMMNCE MEASURES AND STANDARDS

The impact of the 1990 Amendments will be felt in the amount
of attention paid to the outcomes of programs. However, measures
and standards must be carefully constructed so as not to hinder the
process they seek to evaluate. Stateés must make choices such as
whether to emphasize the development of academic measures centered
on benchmarking (meeting an outside accepted standard) or on value
added. As Ewell (1988) stated:

From a policy perspective, however, the issue can be real
and concrete: Are institutions and programs to be judged
primarily in terms of the degree to which they ‘develop
talent' or in terms of the degree to which their ultimate
products meet accepted standards? (p. 64)

Some have questioned the merits of these systems. Apling
(1989), for example, reported that:

Unless carefully drawn and implemented, perforrance
standards may not improve performance and might adversely
influence performance; the diversity and complexity of
vocational education in this country may make p2rformance

7
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standards even more difficult to develop and implexent
than they have been for other programs (p. 3)

To accept measures of outcomes alone as an evaluation scheme
would not prove useful. McCaslin (1990) indicated:

...if information on student achievement in vocational
and academic skills is all that is available, how can
teachers and administrators know what worked and did not
work? Upon what basis should decisions to add and drop
programs be made? What should be changed in order for
vocational students to achieve at higher levels? {p. 7)

wWhite (1990) echoed this concern by citing Asche:

Outcome indicators dJdo not provide information on how or
why such outcomes are produced or what to do if results
are judged unsatisfactory. (p. 31)

Others have expressed confidence in the use of a systenr of
measures and standards. One example is the Oklahoma Department of
Vocational and Technical Education (1992) who published the
following:

We believe that the requirements set out in carl Perkins
support the delivery of high quality vocational programs.
(p. 2.3)

When used within the context of a broader and more comprehensive
system of evaluation, the use of performance measures can be
elpful. If needs and processes are evaluated in addition to
outcomes {McCaslin, 1990), a much more valuable picture of the
status of the program can be determined. Systems of measures and
standards can provide information for comparing outcomes across
programs and states. When dealing with occupational training,
there is an expectation in the workplace, that measures and
standards can be used as benchmarks for performance. Measures and
standards for vocational programs also can serve to provide the
framework for assessing student progress against an accepted
standard, and for identifying programs where outcomes are 1low,
suggesting inadequacies in the systenmn.

The use of systems of performance measures, though valued in
the JTPA model, will undoubtedly bring a host of problems for
vocational education. These problems include the questionable
validity of information gathered on program participants (Office of
Technology Assessment 1989), especially if the information is self
reported; the difficulty in assessing the effects of a program in
the development of academic skills (0Office of Technology
Assessment); the challenges in meeting a mixed set of standards
(Apling, 1989); insufficient investment to insure high quality for
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all the measures (White, 1990); and difficulty in achieving program
improvement when evaluation focuses on outcomes (McCaslin, 1992).

It could well be that vocational educators, feeling similar
pressure to perform as did JTPA professionals, could develop
practices of screening potential students, collecting inadequate
data, and even altering the types of courses offered in an attempt
to make the data look good. Will it happen? Only thorough
investigation over time will reveal the answer to that question.

ROBLEM MENT

The move to implement a system of performance measures and
standards in vocational education is a large undertaking. The
states had until September 25, 1992 to implement the systems of
standards and measures (Federal Register, August 14, 1992). Many
of the states found it necessary to dev2lop new evaluation
procedures as a result of the mandates of the Carl D. Perkins
Vocational and Applied Technology Education Act of 1990. Yet,
relatively little information is available regarding this process.
Hoachlander and Rahn (1992) gathered information in 1991 from the
states in an effort to determine the expected makeup of the
systems. However, as stated by Hoachlander and Rahn, "The systems
actually implemented in fall 1992 may look substantially different,
as states continue to develop performance measures and standards."
(p. 2) By December 1, 1992, no information was available
concerning the actual systems of core standards and performance
measures that have been adopted by each state. This information
would be useful in further developing and improving the system of
performance measures and standards and in meeting the requirements

of the Carl D, Perkins Vocational and Applied Technology Education
Act of 1990.

PURPOSE AND OBJECTIVES

This study was sponsored by the Graduate School at The Ohio
State University through a seed grant for the Comprehensive
Vocational Education Program. The purpose of this study was to
examine the system of performance measures and standards that had
been approved in each state of the United States in response to the

Carl D. Perkins Vocational and Applied Technology Act of 1990. The
specific objectives were:

1. To determine what types of performance measures had
been approved in each state.

2. To identify how states have decided to assess their
performance.
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METHODOILOGY

Descriptive-survey and content analysis research methods wer=
used in this study. The names and addresses of the 54 state
directors of vocational education were used to generate the
population for this investigation. For the purposes of this study,
a state was defined as including all 50 states in the United States
and the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, Guam, and The Virgin
Islands.

An initial letter (see Appendix A) was sent to each state
director on November 24, 1992 requesting documents describing the
system of performance measures- and standards that had been approved
by their state board for vocational education. This strategy was
used to minimize the amount of time and energy that would be
required to provide the information. Approximately four weeks
later, a followup letter, containing the criginal request, was
again sent to the 19 state directors thzt had not responded. A
third and final follow-up letter was sent on February 1, 1993 to
the remaining 7 state directors that had not responded. On March
3, 1993 phone calls were made to the remaining 5 state directors
from which no response had been received. As of April 15, 1992, 52
of the 54 states (96%) had responded with information concerning
their approved systems of measures for secondary vocational
education programs and 50 (93%) had responded with information
concerning their approved systems of measures for postsecondary
programs. Two states (Iowa and The Virgin Islands) indicated that
their system of measures and standards had not been approved by
their state boards. Additionally, Georgia and Arkansas did not

report their system of postsecondary performance measures and
standards.

Once the documents had been reviewed, a content analysis was
conducted. The analysis resulted in a listing, by states, of the
measures that the states had adopted, using the categories listed
in section 115 of the cCarl D. Perkins Vocational and Applied
Technology Education Act of 1990. The following categories were
established: (a) basic academic skill, (b) advanced academic skill,
(c) competency attainment, (d) workskill attainment, (e)
retention/completion, (f) placement, (g) service to special
populations, and (h) other measures.

A summary sheet was developed for each state, categorizing the
data on adopted measures. On March 12, 1993, the summary sheets
were mailed to the state directors of vocational education (a ccpy
of the summary sheet, instructions and the cover 1letter are
contained in Appendix B). Personnel from each state were asked
review, verify and amend the 1listing as necessary. When
discrepancies occurred, a further review of the documents was
carried out. If necessary, a followup call was made to the state

director of vocational education's office for additional
clarification.

10
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FINDINGS

This section reports the measures that states have had
approved in implementing their statewide system of core standards
and measures of performance. First, the measures approved for
secondary vocational education will be presented. These will be
followed by the measures approved for postsecondary vocational
education.

Approved Measures for Secondary Vocational Education

The vast majority of the measures reported by the states have
been approved for implementation in 1993. However, several
measures were reported that were approved for implementation in
1994 or later. As indicated previously, Iowa and the Virgin
Islands had not yet approved standards for their systen.
Therefore, information from these areas was not included in this
report. The average number of performance measures approved for
secondary vocational education was 10.

Academic Skills

The information presented in Table 1 identifies the areas for
which states have approved measures of learning and competency
gains in academic skills. These academic skills include two types:
basic and advanced. For purposes of this report the academic
skills were classified as either reading, language, mathematics,
science or "other". Thirty states were using the same set of
measures for both basic and advanced academic skills. The
remaining twenty two states were using different sets of measures
for basic and advanced academic skills. At the secondary
vocational education level, two of the reporting states did not
indicate that they had approved any basic or advanced academic
skill measures.

Rasic Academic Skills. The area that states most often had
approved as a measure of basic academic skills (see Table 1) was
mathematics (85%). This was followed by reading (80%), language
(77%) and science (35%). A total of 44% of the states indicated
that they had approved an "other" measure of basic academic skills
for their system of standards and measures of performance.
Examples of "other" basic academic skills included measures in
areas such as social studies, grade point averages, critical
thinking, and problem solving.

Advanced Academic Skills. The areas in advanced academic
skills (see Table 1) that were reported approved by each state
followed a pattern similar to that reported for basic acadenmic
skills. More than three-fourths of the states reported a
mathematics measure for advanced academic skills (76%). About two-
thirds (65%) of the states reported using reading and language
measures. Less than half of the states reported using measures in
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the area of science (41%) of the states. 1In the area of "other"
advanced academic skiils, 43% of the states had approved measures
such as critical thinking, problem solving, and social studies.
Six of the states reporting did not include any approved measures
of advanced academic skills.

Other Measures of Performance

Table 2 presents information on other measures of performance
that have been approved by the states. Only two states had not yet
approved any measures of performance for secondary vocational
education programs. These areas are discussed below and include:
competency attainment, work skill attainment, program completion,
high school graduation, placement, percent served, and gender mix.

Competency Attainment. Competency attainment was generally
defined by the states as basic employability skills. Approximately
one~half of the states (44%) reported using competency attainment
performance measures.

Work Skill Attainment. This area tended to be defined by the
states as including measures of specific occupational skills
attainment. About three-fourths of the states (72%) reported that

their states had approved performance measures on work skill
attainment.

Program Completion. States generally referred to program
completion as the rate at which students fulfilled the requirements
of their program. Almost one~half (46%) of the states reported
having this type of performance measure approved.

High School Graduation. Highk school graduation referred to
the rate of students who had successfully completed the
requirements for graduation in their school or its equivalent
(e.g., General Equivalency Diploma). One-half (50%) of the states
reported using this as a performance measure.

Placement. This measure of program effectiveness has been
usec¢ for some time in vocational education. Related placement
refers to individuals who have obtained employment in an area
closely related to their area of educaticn and training. Any
placement refers to obtaining any type of job after completing
their program of studies. Approximately one-half (46%) of the
states reporting using related placement as a performance measure.
Whereas, sixty one percent of the states reported using any
placement as a performance measure. Nine states reported using
both types of placement as performance measures. A total of 92% of
the states reported using some type of placement measure.

Percent Served. This performance measure referred to the
percent of the high school aged special population students that
were enrolled in vocational education programs. Slightly more than

14
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one-half (52%) of the states reported that they were using this
type of performance measure.

Gender Mix. Gender mix referred to the percentage of male and
female students who were enrolled in vocational education programs.

Approximately one-third (31%) of the states indicated that this
type of measure was peing used in their system.
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Approved Measures for Postsecondary Vocational Educatijion

Again, most of the measures reported by the states were
approved for use in 1993. However, some of the measures were
approved for use after 1993. Iowa, and the Virgin Islands reported
that they had not yet approved standards for postsecondary
vocational education programs. Information concerning
postsecondary measures for Georgia and Arkansas was unavailakle.
Therefore, information from these areas was not included in this
report. The average number of performance measures approved for
postsecondary vocational education was 8. A total of four states
did not report having any basic or applied academic skill measures
approved for their postsecondary programs.

Academic Skills

The information presented in Table 3 identifies the ar.as for
which states have approved measures of learning and competency
gains in academic skills for postsecondary vocational education
programs. These academic skills include two types: ©basic and
advanced. For purposes of this report the academic skills were
classified as either reading, language, mathematics, science or
"other". Nineteen states were using the same set of measures for
both basic and advanced academic skills. The remaining thirty-five

states were using different sets of measures for basic and advanced
academic skills.

Basic Academic Skills. The area that states most often had
approved as a measure of basic academic skills (see Table 3) was
math (56%). This was followed by language (54%), and reading
(48%). Science was reported being used as measures by 15%. A
total of 48% of the states indicated that they had approved an
"other" measure of basic academic skills for their system of
standards and measures of performanc:=. Examples of "other" basic
academic skills for postsecondary vocational education included the
following: course completion, GPA, social studies, and thinking

skills. One state did not report any approved basic academic skill
measures.

Advanced Academic Skills. Table 3 also reports the areas in
advanced academic skills that were reported approved for
postsecondary vocational education in each state. In the advanced
academic skills area, 48% of the states repcited they were using
performance measures related to mathematics and 44% reported using
L' asures related to language. Approximately one-third (30%) of the
states were using measures in the reading area. o0nly eight states
(15%) were using performance measures related to science.
Approximately 40% of the states reported using performance measures
related to other advanced academic skill areas. This "other"
category included measures such as: problem solving, higher order
thinking, and interpersonal relations. Three states did not report

18

A\

.




any approved advanced academic skill measures for their
postsecondary vocational education programs.

Other Measures of Performance

The information in Table 4 presents information on other
measures of performance that had been approved by the states for
their postsecondary vocational education programs. At the
postsecondary level, six states had not yet had any measures of
performance approved. The other measures of performance were
similar to those presented for secondary vocational education and
included: competency attainment, work skill attainment, program
completion, placement, percent served, and gender mix. These
performance measures will be discussed below.

Competency Attainment. States tended to define competency
attainment as the development of employability skills. Only one-
third (33%) of the states reported that they had approved
competency attainment performance measures for postsecondary
vocational education programs.

Work Skill Attainment. This area was generally defined by the
states as including measures of the extent to which students had
developed specific occupational skills. Approximately two-thirds

of the states (63%) reported that they had approved this type of a
performance measure.

Program Completion. States tended to refer to program
completion as a measure of the ratio of students who initially
enrolled to those who met the requi-—-ements/outcomes of the program.
Nearly three-fourths (70%) of the states reported having approved
this type of performance measure.

Placement. Two types of placement rates were reported by the
states: related placement and any placement. Related placement
refers to individuals who have obtained employment in an area
closely related to their area of education and training. Any
placement refers to obtaining any type of job after completing
their program of studies. Approximately one-half (48%) of the
states reporting using related placement as a performance measure.
Fifty six percent of the states reported using any placement as a
performance measure. Ten states reported using both types of
placement as performance measures. A total of 88% of the states
reported using either related or any type of placement as an
approved performance measure.

Percent Served. This performance measure referred to the
percent of the special population students that were enrolled in
postsecondary vocational education programs. Slightly more than
one-half (56%) of the states reported that they were using this
type of performance measure.

19

AR
T




ne *TTITYS OTuwepedoe padueApe pue doTseq Yloq I0J Suwes ay3z ST 2Inseau 9yl = x :930N
, X X X X X X *dN e
X X X X IN
X X X X X X X X *ON
S X *SH
X X » NI
X X X X X X X INW
YN
X X X X X X X X an
X X X X X X *» AN
X X X X X X Y1
X X X X AN
X X X X sy
VI
X X X NI
X X X X X X 1I
X X X X X X +0I | o
X X X X X X «IH
Yo
X X X T4
X X X X X X »3d
X X X X X I
X X X X X X X X *0D
X X X X X \'40)
X X L VA4
av
X X X A4
X X X X X X X X X X v
I3Y30 90UL@TOS Y3jeW obenbue] burpesy I9Yj0 °0U9TOS YW obenbue] butpesy a3e3s
TITHS OTWaped¥ padueApy TLEAS Olwopedoy oised

@3e3s Aq uoT3eonpd [eUOT3IBOOA X1epu059S3S0d 10J OOURWIOJ19d OTWApPeOY JO SoINSesay
€ 9TqeL




43

158 4 ST 8y 144 0t 23 4 GT 99 14°] 8%y Juodasd

e 8 9z 32 ot L8 e 62 9z Te3oq

; IA

X X X X *dd

X X WO

X od

X X X X X X X AM

X X X X *AM

X X X X X X X X *xIM

X M

X X X YA

X X X X X X IA

X X X X X X 10

XL

NIL

X as

X X X X X X X X xDS
X X X X (g

X X *x¥d

X X q0

X X X X X ¥ X X X X IO

X X X X X X HO

X x *({N

X X ON

X AN

X X X X X X WN

X X X X X N

X X xHN

X X X AN

I9Y30 90UaTOS YN abenbue] butpesy I9Y3l0 20UdTOS Yjel obenbue] burpeay a3e3s

TLIAS OTWoOpeOY pPoOUCADY TITYS OrTwepeoy orsed

(penutquoo ¢ atqer)




|
W N *sjuapniys uorjerndod Teroads 03 9O0TAIIS JO 2INSLDIW B 03 SIAVJOY-T :930N .
X X X X X N R
X X X X X X IH
X X X OH
X X X SH
X X X X NK
X X X X IN
X X X YH
X X X aW
X X X X I
X X X vl
X X X X X A
X X X X X S
YI
X X X NI
X X X X X I | o,
X X X ar ||~
X X X X X IH
¥o
X X X T4
X X 9d
X X X X X ife)
X X X X X X 0D
X X X \'f9)
X X X VA4
Jqv
p:A 4
X X X X X X 5% 4
XIH [PoAlSS Auy poajersy uor3zatduo) JUaUUTRISLY jusawuIellv 93e3ls
Iopu9an IJuadaad TT3ususdeld wexboad TTTAS MIOM Aousjzaduo)

aye3s XAq UoT3eoNpd [BUOT3EO0; AJIRpUODIS3ISOd 10 ooUBNIOjied JO SOINSEOR I9430
v a1qes




Yy ~
Oy : 0y

1€ 99 9g 1334 oL £9 € 3uUa20a3d
LT 0¢ 0€ X4 8¢€ ve 8T Te3olL

IA
X X X ad
RO
oda
AM
AM
IM

X

~
XXX
KX

X M
YA
LA
X @i
X XL

PO R
bl B e B
R X NRN

NL
as
oS
I
¥d

b
X X
XXX XM
XXX
b
23

~
x

40
X 0

HO
X aN
ON

bl

b

~
bl

~
~

AN
NN
N
HN
X X AN

XTH [PPAISS Auy pejeray uotjleTdwo)d JusuUTRI}Y jJuswuTel]ly 9j3e3s
X9puan Juadaad T 3uoweoeld wexboad TTITIS Mxom KAouajzadwo)

X X
X

KX
X AKX
b
HoxRX

(penut3uod ¢ arqel)




Gender Mix. Gender mix referred to the percentage of male and
female students who were enrolled in these postsecondary vocational
education programs. Slightly less than one-third (31%) of the
states indicated that their system was using this type of measure.

Types of Assessment Techniques for Academic and Other Performance

States reported using a wide variety of types of assessment
instruments, procedures and processes for measuring academic and
other types of performance. Four dgeneral categories were
identified for academic performance, these included: state
developed assessment techniques, locally developed or selected
techniques, nationally recognized measures, and other assessment
techniques. Five general categories of assessment techniques were
identified for use with other performance. Types of measures used
for other performance included: state developed, locally developed
or selected, nationally recognized, occupational certification or
licensure, and other assessment techniques.

Locally selected or developed assessment techniqgies included all
those left to the discretion of the local education agency. 1In
some states, the local agency develops the measuring instrument and
submits it for state approval. In other states, the state
publishes a list of suggested assessment instruments from which the
local agency may select. In still other states, the local may
choose from any available nationally recognized, state developed or
locally developed assessment instrument with no state approval.

Nationally recognized instruments include standardized tests of
academic or occupational performance. These may also include
nationally recognized checklists and competency guides.

Occupational certification or 1licensure includes assessment
procedures adopted by national or state occupational boards for
certifying competency in specific occupations. Examples include

nursing boards, cosmetology boards, and automotive certification
agencies.

The other category includes instruments to measure student
performance in coursework. These include successful completion of
courses, grades, and the use of student portfolios.

The inforination presented in Table 5 identifies the number of
states using the various assessment techniques used in measuring
basic and advanced academic performance. The most frequently used
techniques for assessing academic performance for secondary
vocational education were state developed. More than one half of
the states reporting the use of measures of reading, language and
math used state developed assessment techniques, and about three-

fourths of the states reporting the use of a science measure were
using state developed techniques.
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The most frequently used assessment techniques for assessing
academic performance for postsecondary programs were locally
selected or developed. About fifty percent of the states reporting
using reading, language, and math as measures of academic
performance were using 1ocally developed or selected assessment
techniques. Almost 90% of those Yepcrting the use of a measure of
science used locally developed mcasures for assessing performance.

Table 6 summarizes the assessment techniques used in measuring
competercy attainment and workskill attainment. The most popular
method for assessing competency attainment in both secondary and
postsecondary programs reported by the states were locally selected
and developed assessment techniques. Approximately two-thirds of
the states reporting the use of a competency attainment measure for
both secondary and postsecondary programs were using locally
selected or developed methods. ’

Most frequently used among the methods for assessing workskill

“attainment were locally selected or developed techniques. Among

states reporting a measure of workskill attainment, about 70% were
using locally selected methods. Slightly over half (55%) of the
states reporting workskill attainment as a performance measure were
using locally selected assessment techniques.

Information concerning the specific types of assessment instruments
and procedures for measuring academic and other performance of
secondary and postsecondary vocational programs is contained in
Appendix C (Tables 7-13). State developed assessment techniques
included statewide testing instruments, competency checklists,
common curriculum requirements or high school proficiency exams
used across the state to assess the academic or other performance
of vocatinnal students. Some of these instruments are used by the
states in assessing the performance of all secondary students in

the state, while others are intended for use with vocational
students only.

CONCILUSTIONS

Based on the findings presented in the previous section, a
number of conclusions have been developed. These conclusions are
piresented in this section.

In nearly every state, systems of core standards and measures
of performance for secondary and postsecondary education had been
developed and implemented in line with the requirements of Section
115 of the Carl D. Perkins Vocational and Applied Technology
Education Act of 1990. Only two states had not yet had their
system approved and were unable to provide the researchers with
their approved measures for secondary vocational! education. At the
postsecondary level, information was not available from 2 states.
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Table 5

Assessment Techniques for Basic and Advanced Academic Performance

States Using

. Post-
Assessment Technique Secondary secondary
A N %'

Reading

State. Developed 23 54 3 12

Locally Selected/Developed 12 28 15 57

Nationally Recognized 15 35 9 35

Other 15 35 12 46
Language

State Developed 23 58 3 10

Locally Selected/Developed 13 33 14 48

Nationally Recognized 11 28 6 20

Other 12 30 15 52
Math

State Developed 25 54 3 10

Locally Selected/Developed 14 30 15 50

Nationally Recognized 13 28 7 23

Other 14 30 14 47
Science

State Developed 14 74 0 0

Locally Selected/Developed 10 53 7 88

Nationally Recognized 3 15 0 0

Other 7 37 4 50
Other

State Developed 7 29 2 7

Locally Selected/Developed 4 17 8 30

Nationally Recognized 0 0 0 0

Other 3 13 9 33
Note: 'Percent of the total number of states reporting
performance measure in this category.
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Table 6

Assessment Techniques for Competency and Workskill Attainment

States Using

| Assessment Technique Secondary §§£§Z§;;x
N 3t N '
Competency Attainment
State Developed 7 29 2 11
Local Selected/Developed 16 67 12 67
Nationally Recognized 5 21 5 28
Occugational Certification 2 8 0] 0
or Licensure
Nther 7 29 7 39
Workskill Attainment
State Developed 11 28 4 12
Local Selected/Developed 27 69 19 55
Nationally Recognized 2 51 1 3
Occupational Certification 5 13 7 21
or Licensure
Other 8 29 8 24

Note: ‘Percent of the total number of states reporting a
performance measure in this category.
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State systems tended to have more measures approved for
secondary vocational education than they did for postsecondary
vocational education programs. The average number of performance
standards that had been approved for secondary vocational education
programs was 10. An average of 8 performance measures had been
approved for postsecondary vocational education programs.

It appeared that performance measures listed in the Carl D.
Perkins Vocational and Applied Technelogy Education Act of 1990
were generally accepted by the states. Of the measures of
performance included in the Carl D. Perkins Vocational and Applied
Technology Education Act of 1990, only competency attainment had
been approved by less than 50% of the states.

States have taken the requirement that measures of academic
skills be included in their systems seriously. Academic skill
measures were approved more often for secondary vocational
education programs than they were for postsecondary vocational
education programs. Mathematics and reading were the most
frequently approved basic and advanced academic skill measure for
secondary vocational education programs, 1vllowed by language
measures. Science measures were approved least often as secondary
vocational education academic skill measures. For postsecondary
vocational education, mathematics and 1language were the most
frequently approved basic and advanced academic measures followed
by reading measures. Science measures were also approved least
often at the postsecondary education level.

States have also responded positively to the requirement that
at least one or more measure of performance be included in their
system of core standards and measures of performance. At the
secondary vocational education 1level, work skill attainment
measures were reported as being approved most often. The next most
frequently approved measures dealt with placement of any type,
followed by program completion, and high school graduation. For
postsecondary vocational education, program completion measures
were approved most often. The second and third most often approved
measures were work skill attainment and placement of any type,
respectively.

About one-half of the measures for both secondary and
postsecondary vocational education explicitly addressed the extent
to which they were serving special populations. In some cases, it
was not obvious as to whether special population measures could be
obtained from the state's records or not.

Specific measures related to the gender mix of individuals
served by vocatior 11 education were not widely used by the states.
Approximately one-third of the states had approved measures of

gender mix for both secondary and postsecondary vocational
education programs.
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Attempts at standardizing performance standards and measures across
the nation will prove challenging due to tiie diverse nature of the
approved measures and standards currently in use in the states.
Also, there is great variability among the types of assessment
techniques being used. Finally, the states have left much of the
authority for assessing performance to the local agency.

(80] ONS

The requirement that states develop a system of standards and
measures of performance for secondary and postsecondary programs is
new in vocational education legislation. This initial experience
should be monitored in order to see how future policy initiatives
related to these measures and standards might be improved. The
following specific recommendations are offered:

1. Information should be collected regarding the rationale
states used in selecting their standards and measures.

2. The strengths and weaknesses of the various measures of
performance should be assessed in order to determine

their relevancy for future use. Additionally, the
validity and reliability of these measures should be
established.

3. States should critically review their approved system of
standards and measures of performance in order to
identify the major facilitators and barriers they have
encountered in its development and implementation.
Information also should be collected regarding how states
offered incentives and made adjustments to encourage
service to targeted populations.

4. Efforts should be made to determine how the state
approved measures and standards compare with business and
industry standards.

5. Further research on the state systems of measures and
standards should be conducted. Specifically, additional

analysis of the level and type of standards employed by
the states would be useful.

Vocational education has been concerned with evaluation for

many Yyears. At the national 1level, vocational education
legislation has included emphasis on evaluation since the passage
of the Vocational Education Act of 1963. The inclusion of

requirements for a state system of performance measures and
standards in the Carl D. Perkins Vocational and Applied Technology
Education Act of 1990 continued this emphasis. This study examined
those systems in early 1993. These performance measures and
standards should continue to be monitored as they are further
refined and developed. This information is needed to provide
information for imp:oving vocational education programs and guide
future policy initiatives.
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November 25, 1992

1~
Dear2~:

The implementation of the Carl D. Perkins Act of 1990 has required states to change how their students are
being assessed and programs are being evaluated. The statewide system of performance measures and
standards was to be established by September, 1992. Many states also have revised their procedures for
assessing program quality. Information on these recently approved standards and measures and the criteria
used to assess program quality have not been summarized on a national basis.

We are gathering this information from each state. We need your help in providing the following:

L A list of the performance standards and measure< for secondary and postsecondary vocational
education that have been approved by your state board (Section 115).

° The procedures you will use to make local modifications based on economic, geographic, or
demographic factors, or the characteristics of the population to be served (Section 115).

] Manuals, procedures, and criteria used to assess local program quality (Section 116).
° The name of the individual(s) responsible for secondary and/or postsecondary vocational

education evaluatinn in each state. A one-page form has been included to provide us with
this information.

This information would be especially valuable in developing high quality vocational education programs and
contributing to the study of vocational education’s effectiveness. It would also be important in preparing new
policies and legislation for vocational education.

We need to receive this information by December 1, 1992. Thank you for your assistance in providing us with
this information. We will provide you with a summary of the information we collect.

Sincerely,

N. L. McCaslin
Associate Professor

William S. Headley
Graduate Research Associate
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March 11, 1993
1-
Dear 2~

Thank you for sending us the information on the statewide system of
measures and standards required by The Carl D. Perkins Act of 1990.
In order to ensure the accuracy of the information we will be

reporting, we are requesting that you review our findings for your
state.

Please check the summary sheet for measures adopted for use in
secondary and postsecondary programs. Feel free to make any
necessary additions, deletions, or corrections. If the summary is
correct, simply write "OK" on the summary sheet and return it to
us. The enclosed instruction sheet will provide details to assist
in the review of these materials. We would appreciate any comments
concerning this summary. A stamped, addressed envelope is provided
for your use in returning the summary forms.

The final summary of the findings for all the states will be
published and made available to you as soon as we have received the
returned and corrected summary sheets. Therefore, we need to have
this information by March 29, 1993. Don't hesitate to call if you

have any questions. Thank you for your assistance in reviewing
these materials.

Sincerely,

N. L. McCaslin
Associate Professor

William S. Headley
Graduate Research Associate
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Instruction Sheet

Read over the attached summary sheet. An "x" has been placed
under the headings indicating your state has a measure in this
area. Blank spaces indicate no measure in this area.

Please cross off any incorrect "x" and add any that should be
present.

Some scates are phasing in measures, the measure is listed on
the summary sheet even if it is to be phased in at a later
date.

The notes below will help in the interpretation of the
headings.

a. If your state shows an * in the academic skill area, we
interpreted your system as using the same set of measures
for both basic and advanced academic skill.

b. Determined by program means that each vocational program
area (e.g. agriculture, marketing, business) in the state
will determine the specific academic measures to be used.

c. Social studies includes citizenship, American history,
etc.

d. Under Placement, both Related and Any include military
service and further training or education.

e. Under Special Populations and Other, Enrollment refers to
measures of numbers of students in programs or ratios of
students compared to other groups of students, etc.

f. Program Features refers to measures of curriculum,
teacher, or other programmatic measures.

If the summary is correct, simply write "OK" on the summary
sheet and return it to us.

Please return the summary forms in the enclosed stamped,
addressed envelope.

Your comments are appreciated. If you need additional
clarification or desire additional information, call Scot
Headley at 614-292-6321.
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Table 7

Techniques for Assessing Reading Performance

States Using

Post-
Assessment Technique Secondary secondary
State_Developed 23 3
State high school proficiency exam 10
Other state developed assessment 13 3
Local Se ted or Developed 12 15
Nationally Recognized 15 9
Iowa Test of Basic Skills 3
Test of Adult Proficiency 3
ASSET 1l
Test of Adult Basic Education 2 6
California Test of Basic Skills 1
california Achievement Test 1
Metropolitan Achievement Test 1
Stanford Achievement Test 1 1
Stanford 8 3R battery 1
ACT Work Keys 1
Gates-MacGinite Reading Test 1
VTECS item banks 1
Other 15 12
Course conmpletion 9 9
Portfolios 3
Grade advancement 1
GPA 2
GED criteria 2 1
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Table 8

Techniques for Assessing Languade Performance

Assessment Technique

States Using

Secondary

State Developed

State high school proficiency exam
Other state developed assessment

Local Selected or Developed

Nationally Recognized

Iowa Test of Basic Skills

Test of Adult Proficiency
ASSET

Test of Adult Basic Education
California Test of Basic Skills
Metropolitan Achievement Test
Stanford Achievement Test
Stanford 8 3R battery

ACT Work Keys

VIECS item banks

Other

GPA

Course completion
Portfolios

Institutional requirements
GED criteria

Student opinion survey

23

PRPPRPN PN

IH
()

Post-
secondary

3
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Table 9

Techniques for Assessing Math Performance

States Using

Post-
Assessment Technique Secondary secondary
State Developed 25 3
State high school proficiency exam 9
State developed assessment 16 3
Lécal Selected or developed 14 15
Nationally Recognized 13 7
Iowa Test of Basic Skills 3
Test of Adult Proficiency 2
ASSET 1
Test of Adult Basic Education 2 5
California Test of Basic Skills 1
Metropolitan Achievement Test 1
Stanford Achievement Test 1 1
Stanford 8 3R battery 1
ACT Work Keys 1
VTECS item banks 1
Other 14 14
Course completion 10 10
GED 1
Portfolios 3
Institutional requirements 1
Grade advancement 1
GPA i
Student opinion survey 1
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Table 10
Techniques for Assessing Science Performance

States Using

Post-
Assessment Technigue Secondary secondary
State Developed 14 0
State high school proficiency exam 7
State developed assessment 7
Local selected or developed 10 7
Nationally Recoganized 3 [1]
California Test of Basic Skills 1
Stanford Achievement Test 1
Iowa Test of Basic Skills 1
Other 2 4
Course completion 6 2
GED criteria 1
Portfolios 1
Institutional requirements 1

Table 11
Techniques for Assessing Other Academic Performance

States Using

Post-
Assessment Technique Secondary secondary
State Developed 7 2
State high school proficiency exam 5
State developed assessment 2 2
Local Developed or Selected 4 8
Other 3 ]
Course completion 3 5
GED criteria 1
GPA 3
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Table 12
Techniques for Assessing Competency Attainment

States Using

State Developed

Other

Post-

Assessment Technique Secondary secondary
A 2
Local Developed or Selected 16 12
Nationally Recognized 5 5
Jobs for American Graduates Test 1 1
Workplace Readiness Assessment 2 2
Work Keys ACT 1 1
Youthwork Instrument 1 1
Occupational lLicensure or Certification 2 0
A A
Completion of vocational coursework 6 6
Portfolios 1 1
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Table 13
Techniques for Assessing Workskill Attainment

Assessment Technigue

States Using

Secondary

State Developed

State developed tests
State developed checklist

Local Developed or Selected

Nationally Recognized Measures

VTECs materials
NOCTI Exams

Occupational Licensure and Certification

Other Measures

Portfolios

Degree

Completion of coursework/program
GPA in vocational courses
Student opinion survey
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